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Feuds, Intrigue and Inveigling 
Abound in Unusual Field; 
‘Catch-22’ and ‘Love Story’ 



‘Enormous Egos, Thin Skins’ 



By A. Kent macdougall 

Stuff Reporter of T ns Wat i Street Journal, 
NEW YORK- Some blurbs for new books 
you’ll never see in the publishers’ ads: 

“Here’s a book so trnnsecndcntly bad it 
makes us fear not only for the condition of the 
novel in fills country, Lul for the country it - 
seif." — New York Times on Chandler Bros- 
sard’s “Wake Up. We're Almost There.” 

“A contemptible example of the misuse of 
access to the public prints , . . the starkest ex- 
ample of irresponsible publishing to come to 
our attention.” — Saturday Review on William 
Powell’s “The Anarchist Cookbook.” 

“Eight hundred pages long and two inches 
thick, the book is an imposing object that 
should find many uses. It could serve, for in- 
stance, as ... a dead weight that could in- 
stantly sink a prosperous 68-yeo.r-oid author 
into the East River.” —Time magazine on Ir- 
ving Stone’s ‘"The Passions of the Mind.” 

As these excerpts show, book reviews some- 
times are as verbally violent ns the bloodiest 
Western. But unlike fictional frontier sheriffs, 
book reviewers don’t always get their man. 
The unfavorable New York Times review of 
the Brassard novel has practically shut off 
bookstore orders, publisher Richard V/. Baron 
laments. But "The Anarchist Cookbook,” 
which includes instructions to revolutionaries 
on how to make bombs, is going iuto its fourth 
printing. “This is o. highly controversial book, 
made by news. reports and novelty,” says pub- 
lisher Lyle Stuart. “A good review can't sell It, 
and a had review can’t kill Jt.” 

Irving Stone's “The Passions of the Mind,” 
a fictions feed hingraphy of Sigmund Freud, 
has shrugged off knock.’? from Time and other 
New York-based periodicals (review;; else- 
where have generally been favorable) and is 
No. 1 on major beet '*elirr lists. Kb, plains Ken- 
neth McCormick, Mr. Shoe's editor nt Double- 
day: "A good percents g- of Si-no fans and oth- 
ers buying the. hoc;; don't i o: ,-•<■? reviews or, if 
they do, aren't Inlhn need by them.” 



■' Tise response to the reviews of these three 
spring books shows that Urn relationship be- 
tween a bock's ciiticn! reeopfkm ami Its sales 
. success or failure can bo mysterious and un- 
■ ' prwik -.~b!a. Most books, inrhidirg “Wake Up. 
y.h’ro Almost There,” can’t survive bad re- 
views. A fetv, like "The Anarchist Cookbook,” 
•,.* CMS. Reviews cun help JioveiiTfl Him Mr. Stone 
•’ ‘become popular, but once the authors have 
' made (heir rerutu'ionn amt won large, loyal 
r„i?ov;inr,;», [bail reviews hurt their egos more 

review') iT-n't nlwnys break a 
to-ck.it': a f.; 0 .:-il.uvi-.r.vs don’t always make it), 




no reviews at all usually spell disaster— es- 
pecially for a work of fiction. Bookstores and 
libraries seldom order books that don’t get 
reviewed, and potential renders are unaware of 
their existence because publishers usually can't 
afford to advertise them extensively. To try to 
avoid launching a book into a void, publishers 
make every effort to get reviews. They swamp 
editors and reviewers with hundreds of review 
copies of the typical title. Doubleday, ror ex- 
ample, sent out 450 review copies of the $10 
Stone novel. 

But so great is the flood of review copies 
that even the meat conscientious review editor 
has to ignore most of them. Library Journal, a 
publication for librarians that reviews about as 
many books as any periodical, reviewed only 
6.050 of Uie 24,000 new titles published in the 
U.S. last year. The New York Times Book Re- 
view, generally considered the most presti- 
gious and influential review medium, reported 
on fewer than 3,000. 

To lower the high odds against getting a re- 
view, publishers usually go bevond 'sending out 
review copies. They line up enthusiastic blurbs 
from literary celebrities to impress editors and 
Please Turn to Page 22, Column 1 
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Continued From First Page 
reviewers with a book’s importance. They I 
make friendly phone calls, pass the word at 
cocktail parties and take reviewers to lunch. 

Farrar, Straus & Giroux had 35 reviewers In 
for dinner last March to meet one of its au- 
thors, Walker Percy, whose- third novel, “Love 
in the Ruins,” was published last month. ’'.Re- 
viewers are more likely to acknowledge a book 
when they know the author,” a Fanar-Straus 
spok esm a n explains . 

Editors don’t always know which books will 
be important. Ralph Nader's “Unsafe at Any 
Speed,” which launched the consumer-protec- 
tion movement in 1205, was ignored by Life, 
Time, Newsweek and most newspapers. An en- 
thusiastic review in The New York Times was 
buried at the end of a column on books about 
auto racing and sports ears. 

Some authors get so upset at being ignored 
.that they cast aside protocol and actively lobby 
for reviews. Don ICurzmnn, whose history of 
the 1848 Arab-Israeli War fell flat upon publica- 
tion a year ago, says that “if I hadn’t gotten 
into the act, practically nobody would have 
known the book existed. After pouring three 
years of my blood ar.d seal into the book, I 
wasn’t going to let it go down the drain.” 

Getting Attention nnd Sales 

While Mr. Kmrnan’s agent touted the book 
to Jewish journals and organizations (“I must 
have made 50 phone calls,” slid says), the au- 
thor stumped the country for four months, ap- 
pearing on TV interview shows, dropping in on 
bookstores and dropping off review copies at 
newspapers in two dozen cities. So far; the book 
has sola a respectable 16,000 copies. When he 
learned the New York Times Rook Review had 
assigned a review of the book but didn t Plan to | 
run it, be pressured the editors to reconsider. 
They did so, and six months after publication 
ran the review— one of the few knocks received 
by the book, called "Genesis 1248: The hirst 
Arab-Israeli War.” ! 

“I was disappointed, of course, but it’s still j 
better to have an unfavorable review than none j 
at all,” Mr. Kurzman says. “There’s nothing j 
worse than being mmouced.” | 

Not everybody agrees with that, however- ! 
including Mr. Kurzman’s own publisher. “A 
bad review of a sex novel can be a selling re- 
view, hut no > evievv of a serious book bln:- tills 
5 k better than a had review,” says Tom Oer- 
V:: si, publicity director of World Publishing. 
For on u tiling, he nays, prospective paperback 
reprinters and reviewers of Mr. Kiir/.m.in’s fu- 
ture books may iook up She unfavorable Times 
review ami be swayed by it, 

A tavornbir ’limes review, on trie other 
hand, can scud a bam; back to pros:-; even be- 
fore the review appears. When an advance 
copy of the Time.:; Ron!: Review with a. front 

delighted publisher immediately ordered ■- sec- 
ond printing of - <UW0 copies on top of the. first 
minting of ; 7 ,-T 

0 Obi; Leonard, who La editor of Vhe 

NC’.V York Times Bool; Review lari January 
after a simt a one or the paiicr’s uniiv review- 
ers, claims Ti nos clout is overrated. ‘ Lt r v laic 
night TV tall; Blow car, sell rnor.- boo its than 
the front page of the Review,” he insists. 



Respectability for Reuben 

That may be, but without good reviews a. non- 
established author can’t always get a talk 
show invitation; Publisher David .McKay at- 
tributes the enormous success of “Everything 
You Always Wanted to Know, About box But 
Were Afraid to Ask” largely to author David 
Reuben’s TV and radio appearances. But until 
Life magazine reviewed the book a month after 
publication, “we couldn't persuade anyone on 
TV or radio to touch him,” recalls the publish- 
er’s publicity director, Carolyn Anthony. Lne 
gave the book respectability and really made 
it.” 

On the, other band, Life hasn’t been able to 
i rri'OLake books bv alrcadv established “big ■ 
money” novelists like Irving Stone, Harold j 
Robbins and Irving Wallace. When Mr. Wal- j 
lace’s “The Seven Minutes” appeared, Life in- 
structed its reviewer to review the novel with- 
out first reading it. “If Wallace can sell a book 
to a. publisher and to Hollywood before he 
writes it, why shouldn't a reviewer review it 
before he reads it?” asks David Scherman, the 
magazine’s reviews editor. 

The sneering review that resulted may have 
struck Mr. Scherman ar.d Life readers as 
fur-nv. bid: not Mr. Wallace. In a su cecoucnt po- 



funhy, but not Mr. Wallace. In a subsequent po- 1 j 
lemic against book reviewers, he posed thc|j 
question : Why should a book reviewer impugn j| 
the motives and talent of wealthy writers,!; 
V /5ir-n pvt and idaiicc critics jud cl*? i'i* 

casso, Olivier and Nureyov on their -art alone.' |j 
“In the literary world, money is equated ji 
with corruption,” he wrote. “A novelist may’ \ 
perforin many abnormal, illegal, or antisocial j 
acts. He may admit to homosexuality, alcohol- 
ism, addiction to drugs, a penchant for mis- 
tresses; he may beat his wife and kick small 
i animals; and somehow this is acceptable, even 
colorful, and somehow it enhances the literary 
image. But money, never money, the root of all 
. evil — including evil reviews.” 
j A Basket of Crabs 

Jacqueline S'jsann, author of the best-selling j 
i “Valley of the Dolls” and “The Love Ma- I 
chine,” charges that reviewers have a vested ; 

| interest in knocking big money novelists. “You i 
! never make a name for yourself by writing ; 

i good reviews, but by being caustic and turning j 

a phrase at the author's expense," she says, i 
“Why should some guv who’s never written j 
anything more in his life, then a book on bird j 
watching in Africa, and sold 27 copies, be as- j 
signed to review a novel by Leon UnsV There’s ; 
nuiK-ro jealousy, envy, spite in that kind of sys- j 
tern.” ... I 

Hnvy and suite seem endemic in New j 
s ci.'i; k tight little 'ilernry work*, “it’s a basket ’ 





disliked the book but that wo disliked the re- 
view. It was stylistically pretentious, substan* 
tivoiy banal find unintelligent about the novel’s 

The rough handling of Chandler Brossard's 
novel, "Wake Up, We’re Almost There," was 
the work of an alleged personal cnomv. T3ic re- 
viewer wno labeled the book ‘‘transcendent) y 
bad f was Anatoie Broynrd, who, it turns out, 



i the jack pet with “Love Story" despite mixed j 
| reviews. Time ignored Die book until after- it) 
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Brevard denies lluit any animosity for 
Jar. Brossard influenced his judgment on 
"Wake Up. We’re Almost There.” John Leon- 
ard, the editor of the Times Book Review, 
which published the review, says he didn’t 
5:now the two men were acquainted. "I have y, C) 
doubts about Broyard’s integrity,” he says 
dvu. it may nave neen a mistake for him to re- 
view inis book, because his review was subject 
to. hil ■ ml eipre tation . : ; 

■ *'Ook review eoitois sometimes make the 
iriLsicii-ie of giving a scholarly book to a special- 
ist who, because of Ins own related work, 3ias a 
vested interest in praising cr attacking the 
book’s; thesis. And some editors aren’t above 
assigning- a book on a political issue or figure 
to a reviewer whose known partisanship make ■; 
tna Senor of his review pretty* predictable Oo 
,‘ic uu:Ci uajjo, toe Saturday Hcvicv/ went to 

i_>r r . . j j . . i ^ * . . . . 

in i cvtwir.g "Boss,” a cririryq bw'r ,T>- 
of Chicago Mayor Richard Uaiev. ft ass:- • u j: 
JO two revicoYcre — a Daley foe who praised the 
oc-o.\ and a i.ic.ley admirer who r-armod it. 

j vi any reviewers? refuse to review boohs thoy 
ihijik are bad, though for varying* reasons. 
Critic Lionel Trilling- re ad Trvbv.r Stone's ,,r ihc 
Passions of The Mina" but declined to review- it 
for tne ’limes Look Review on the ground it 
wasn’t worm his time. Walter Clamors • - 
Times staff reviewer and editor, agrees Dust 
iths “a waste of energy to fulminate against 
bad books. Oay .< files e s<ivs he’s sue-i 
: sympathy with writing, and' the difficulty" of 
, .r i ik-.e.' , tm-.i X icsijcct anyone who cun finish a 
| boon, Jr I don't like a book. J ? coognizc that my 
| reasons might be very personal and not worth 

: down first novels. "7 river rmi-v X ivd Wi 
I novel because I believe every writer in entitled . 

| to a second chance,” nays John^ Barkham • 

| newspapers by the. "a.’u.rday P^ylr.v’ ^ ^ j 

j uubhstjYi.i uoounort eec the light c; titty,” he <}«. I 
• Cnitcs. A good once in a vliijn 

liiSniDg CAio." J 

j A few first novels .succeed despite crH lr.nl 
j apathy or hostility. Joucnh Belle* ’1 “C- 1 t 
jesugnt on in thy fme 0 £ a New Ynrk'b’.m.-, 
i tbnKi-paraerrnh <K„t , . . ' ' 

i„ V J . V,U h ’ u ”' eomptumed that! 

, Iho Uoriu War J i novel "gasps for want off 
jt.ihM. and avn.'.iDtiity” and jg epetitive and i 

! Mo « wwrtJy, A«*l novelist Erich hit i 



| "skips from cliche to cliche with an abandon. 
| that would chill even the blood of a True Rom- 

Book reviewing isn’t a particularly lucrative 
trade. Reviewers for most newspapers except 
tne very largest get only the book and a byline, 
ins same for the scholars who-' review for Li- 
brary Journal. The Nation pays 525 to $50 for a 
review, The New York Times $100 to $350, and 
Life magazine S30Q. 

Many newspaper reviews bear such a close 
resemblance to publicity and jacket copy that 
publishers suspect the reviewers didn’t open 
tnc»r free copy. Hven big league reviewers are 

view reviewer five times mis identified the pro- 
tagonist of Dalton Trumbo's reissued novel 
“Jonnny Dot His Gun" as Johnny, a reader j 

iuaiiy Joe. " 

A Harper’s review of Peter Mafcthicssen’s 
“At Play in the Fields of the Lord" so garbled 
the novel s plot that one reader ccnroiainod ths 
reviewer “ciid lutle except fumble through the 
pages," and a second charged that the re- 
v;ewer demonstrates im in i s i a 1 ; a b ■ y that he 
hasn’t even read tne book." Homer's ran Die 
iCi.vC.xs-~ and this node from tne reviewer, Roc- 
.a nek Cook : ^ j 

j: vi'vj*"A , t.:r JLiuj :iU.le exre’pt fumble liirouco. U - 

ij viewer “demonstrates unmistak&bJv that 
|| ' ' Vi 'n ree.a Die book." Harper’s ran 

!• =' ,; ; on-o tiijy note from the reviewer, Rod 

j i C '• l Ci\ V. UOK l 

|| ^ ,>,f: j’UYi rcvcufi { q f . bouk vhut I thougiit . 

!| k;*a muL and am appalled that 1 could lu-v,. 

i;;uvicu >1 UYUcU - in r , , ot - tiu> plol ; 

j ■p !d d,Xh i!d ,ike t0 unomiivocally u 

i T ; ’ ,!!a re * er anyone who has been mlsiej 

! "- v . 'T y gHg j° | ,1e better informed reviews o: 

J One reviewer, Gerald Walker, says he has 
| -^ippc-o^paits oi some book's in “sheer sclf-dc- 
: 1011 ol,r - - have to read all of a bad bool- 

u» Know it’s bad,” he declares. But most re- 
P';' vurs to read every word. “I do:-.’,- 

iiAiers’ VAh-Mv editor and reviewer who A 

7.i i : liiici:;-;! mr cc novels in ;± single <ir to moori. 

POW VC: vj CW C vs o n p - , r ■ . ^ . 

, g' !U ‘ 1,,r - c.i/mg t.-. »i.Uii sp’.'.t-L- 

••fcade before these causes came into c:h • 
Luce,” boosts .Mr. Jkuhhsm of the b:uu.-; . 
r.Tvwvv Synuicaie. Mr. Earkham grinds om f 
wi-«i«,y quota of four to five book reviews 
an rijwvoru author inlerview. "i work sew 
uays a sv-.'-.k and even lake books along on v ; 
eauon. sayw. "If I 1)are {o 

.locus for tne job, I’d read them for pleasure ’ 




